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humanitarian considerations, the opening of that
breach in the principle led to such dangerous implica-
tions that it would be most desirable to eliminate all
exceptions whatever.
M. Lange (Norway) said he regarded the text
within the parenthesis as extremely dangerous. He
considered it his duty to maintain in its entirety the
point of view he had put before the Commission.
Mr. Wilson (U.S.A.) believed that there should
be abolition of bombardment from the air. The
abolition should be absolute, unqualified, and
universal.
Jafar Pasha (Iraq) said the Government of Iraq
had no alternative except to retain the right to
employ air action of any kind within its own terri-
tory. Its only desire was to safeguard peace and
order,
Mr. Wellington Koo (China) urged that the
abolition of bombing from the air should be com-
plete and without exception. There must be a moral
sanction against the use of such a weapon in time
of war, otherwise the pressure of war would certainly
bring it about.
Mr. Stem (U.S.S.R.) challenged Mr. Rutgers'
position when he distinguished international air-
bombing from bombing within the State itself. If
the future Convention did not affect internal actions,
did this mean that poison gas (which was forbidden
abroad) should be permissible at home? Surely no!
Therefore the exception within the parenthesis
should be altogether deleted.